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Abstract 
Since Bass's (1985a) original study, research on 
transformational and transactional leadership (TFL) has 
neglected the effect of collectivism and individualism on 
the theory. This negligence might have confounded the 
results of the previous studies and therefore 
substantially weakened the theory. The present paper 
therefore examined the theory using data from both 
collectivistic and individualistic cultures. 
233 Hong Kong and 1376 United States respondents 
completed the Bass's Multifactor Leadership 
Questionnaire-1 (MLQ-1). Comparisons were made between 
the Hong Kong and United States data. Also, 
ingroup/outgroup relationship, an important construct in 
collectivistic cultures, on TFL was also examined with 
the Hong Kong data. Using LISREL, data was subject to 
tests of equivalence of factor structures and mean 
differences of latent variables. 
Results showed that collectivistic and 
individualistic data had nonequivalent factorial 
structures. The same was also noted between the ingroup 
and outgroup data. Our results also confirmed that TFL 
depended on a close relationship between supervisors and 
subordinates. Discussions were made on the possible 
vi 
interpretations of each of the five factors in a 
collectivistic context. Finally, limitations of this 





Stemming from Burns' (1978) studies on political 
leaders, Bass published his seminal work on 
transformational and transactional leadership (TFL) in 
1985. 
Transactional leaders were those who focused their 
efforts in the exchange of rewards and expectations with 
their subordinates. These leaders identified what the 
subordinates' needs were and helped the subordinates 
clarify the job requirements. In return, transactional 
leaders would make known to the subordinates the rewards 
when the desired outcomes were met. Two factors emerged 
as a result, namely, contingent reward and management-by-
exception. 
Unlike transactional leaders, transformational 
leaders would go beyond the transactional exchanges 
between superiors and subordinates. According to Bass 
(1985a), transformational leaders were those who would 
motivate the followers to achieve higher goals and 
perform more than what was originally expected of them by 
the followers themselves as well as by the superiors. 
1 This thesis follows the style used by the American Psychological 
Association. 
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Three factors emerged as a result, namely, charismatic 
leadership, individualized consideration, and 
intellectual stimulation. 
After conducting the factor analyses that generated 
the five factors of TFL, Bass completed a number of 
studies to test his model. These studies included 
''examinations based on the five factors enumerated 
earlier of the self-perceived discrepancy between actual 
leadership behavior of technical directors and what the 
directors think it ought to be; the extent to which 
world-class leaders, transformational leadership can be 
identified in terms of the factor by student judges from 
biographical accounts of leaders; and the relation of 
leadership to specific aspects of extra effort and 
effectiveness of professionals, educational 
administrators and industrial managers" (1985, p . 219)• 
The results of these studies confirmed the five_factor 
model. Also, Bass viewed that 、、transf〇rmati〇nal 
leadership and transactional leadership as distinct but 
not mutually exclusive, and he recognizes that the same 
leader may use both types of leadership at different 
times in different situations" (Yukl, 1991, p . 352)• 
Since this introduction of TFL, there have been 
studies trying to enhance our understanding on this 
model. For example, researchers found a dominoes effect 
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where transformational leadership appeared concomitantly 
at the next lower level (Bass, Waldman, Avolio, & Bebb, 
1987)； they also found that transformational leadership 
accounted for more variance in team performance than 
transactional leadership (Avolio, Waldman, & Einstein, 
1988), and that transformational leadership augments 
transactional leadership (Seltzer & Bass, 1990)• 
During the same course of time, different methods 
had also been used for these various studies. The most 
used method in studying TFL has been the administering of 
the Multi-factor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) developed 
by Bass (1985a)• However, other methods had also been 
employed; for example, Avolio et al. (1988) used a 
management stimulation game to examine how TFL was 
practiced and its effects on financial performance; Bass, 
Avolio, and Goodheim's (1987) study on world class 
leaders' biographical accounts； and Keller developed a 2-
year longitudinal study studying the relationships among 
TFL, research and development, and group performance 
(Keller, 1992). In general, these studies established a 
positive relationship between the theory and the 
constructs being measured. 
Despite the above effort and contribution to the 
theory, no studies of TFL have yet been done taking 
cultural-contextual factors into consideration. This 
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negligence might have confounded the results of the 
previous studies and therefore substantially weakened the 
theory. The negligence has been mainly due to what has 
been called cultural parochialism. This cultural 
parochialism has attracted criticism from various 
researchers (Adler, 1983/ Boyacigiller & Adler, 1991; 
Hofstede, 1980a)• The central focus of this criticism 
rested on whether American management theories could be 
applied outside of the United States. Yang and Yu (1988) 
noted that theories using western/individualistic 
subjects might produce very different results than that 
from subjects of collectivistic cultures, such as China 
and Japan. Triandis (1989, 1994) echoed that although 
individualists represented less than 30 percent of the 
world population, almost all psychological data was 
gathered using samples from individualistic countries. 
Collectivists had been imposed with these research 
findings as if they were universal. 
Although researchers had repeatedly advocated more 
cross-cultural management studies, sadly, less than 4 
percent of articles published in top management journals 
were cross-cultural management studies and this trend 
persisted (Adler, 1983; Cheung & Chiu, 1995; Peng, 
Peterson, & Shyi, 1991). 
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Among the cross-cultural studies on leadership, 
researchers found that national boundaries did make 
considerable differences in such things as leadership 
style (Bass, Burger, Doktor, & Barrett, 1979). Also, in 
their study of the generalizability on Misumi's (1985) PM 
leadership theory. Smith, Misumi, Tayeb, Peterson, and 
Bond (1989) found that despite a similar factor structure 
from their cross-cultural sample, there were marked 
differences on specific styles associated with those 
styles. 
Therefore, due to these inconsistent results, it was 
imperative for researchers to continue their efforts in 
studying leadership across cultures. Therefore, the main 
purpose of this research is to fill this important gap by 
examining the theory of transformational and 
transactional leadership in a collectivistic setting. 
This research will particularly explore the effect of the 
constructs of individualism and collectivism on the 
theory of transformational and transactional leadership. 
Also, since the relationship of ingroup and outgroup is 
of particular importance within collectivistic cultures 
(e.g., Triandis, 1995), it is the purpose of this 
research to examine the effect of ingroup/outgroup on 
transformational and transactional leadership. 
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Chapter 2 
Transformational and Transactional Leadership 
Leadership research dated back to the Ohio and 
Michigan studies of leadership laid an important 
groundwork for later leadership researchers. However, 
the two-factor taxonomy approach, i.e., the discussion of 
task-orientation or people-orientation of leaders, had 
received less interest for lacking attention to the 
situation relevance of leader behaviors. Also, some 
criticized that this approach discussed leaders' values 
rather than their behaviors (Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992). 
Therefore, some researchers took on a situational 
approach in leadership research which looked at how 
situations influential leaders' behavior. Among others, 
the more influencing work was House,s (1971) path-goal 
theory. However, Bass (1985a) considered these theories 
were too much on the economic exchanges between leaders 
and followers had its limitations. 
To Bass, this economic exchange between leaders and 
followers could only bring about a lower order of 
organizational improvement. However, what organizations 
needed was higher order changes. 、、Such higher order 
changes also may involve larger shifts in attitudes, 
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beliefs, values, and needs. Quantum leaps in performance 
may result when a group is roused out of its despair by a 
leader with innovative or revolutionary ideas and a 
vision of future possibilities" (Bass, 1985b, p . 27)• 
Yukl (1994) observed that the 1980s' was a decade in 
which change for survival was the major challenge among 
U.S. organizations. Therefore, it was during this time 
that Bass published his transformational and 
transactional leadership as an answer to achieve both 
lower order and higher order improvements. 
In Bass' s own words, a transactional leader ''pursues 
a cost-benefit, economic exchange to meet subordinates' 
current material and psychic needs in return for 
'contracted' services rendered by the subordinate" while 
transformational leaders are those who ''raise 
consciousness about higher considerations through 
articulation and role modeling" (Bass, 1985, p . 14)• 
Unlike Bass's model of transformational and 
transactional leadership, Tichy and Devanna's work (1986) 
only dealt with transformational leadership. Tichy and 
Devanna considered that transformational leadership was a 
three-act play一一first, the leader would make known that 
the organization needed a change, for both the 
organization and the individuals within were stuck with 
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the old ways of doing things that could not cope with new 
demands. Second, leaders realizing the need to change 
would create a vision and commit his/her followers to 
this vision. During the final act, the leader would 
institutionalize the change while individual followers 
would be prepared for frustration and failure that came 
with the changes until they mastered the new routines. 
During this changing process, transformational leaders 
''are able to empower others to endure the costs of change 
and be renewed with the new beginnings" (Tichy & Devanna, 
1986, p . 29). 
Tichy and Devanna (1986) did portray a rather 
thorough description of transformational leaders. 
However, Tichy and Devanna's work differs from Bass's 
that their discussion mainly focused on a subset of 
Bass's model, i.e., only the transformation side of 
leaders was discussed by Tichy and Devanna but not the 
transaction side. Also, Tichy and Devanna drew their 
conclusions based on comprehensive interviews with twelve 
CEOs while Bass developed and used the Multifactor 
Leadership Questionnaire to quantify what accounts for 
transformational and transactional leadership. Tichy and 
Devanna did not provide a means for measuring in order to 
enable replication or further investigation. And the 
purpose of this paper is to explore both transformational 
and transactional leadership in a collectivistic context, 
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we therefore focus our discussion using Bass's model 
instead of Tichy and Devanna's. 
Moreover, our purpose here was not to support or to 
do a thorough review of the theoretical foundations of 
Bass's five dimensions, but to explain what they are and 
to explore their relationship with cultural collectivism. 
As mentioned in the previous section, in Bass's 
(1985a) framework, two factors emerged that constitute 
transactional leadership, namely contingent rewards and 
management-by-exception while three factors constituted 
transformational leadership. We will use the following 
sections to discuss each of these five factors. 
Contingent rewards 
Bass (1985a) suggested that transactional leaders 
acted as agents who communicated what the organization 
expected of the workers and to get the workers to agree 
with these expectations. In exchange, the workers would 
be rewarded positively for achievement of desired 
outcomes or rewarded aversively for failure. Positive 
rewards could be in the form of verbal appreciation or, 
more welcome by workers, material benefits. Aversive 
reward or contingent punishment could, on the other hand, 
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be in the form of ''fine, suspension without pay, loss of 
leader support, or discharge" (p.122). 
Bass saw this transactional exchange as parallel to 
what Yukl (1981) categorized as goal setting which was, 
in turn, central to House's path-goal theory (1971). 
House suggested that in order to achieve the work-goals, 
leaders would have to make paths easier for their 
subordinates to travel by "'clarifying it, reducing 
roadblocks and pitfalls, and increasing the opportunities 
for personal satisfaction en route (1971, p . 324). 
Having reviewed studies on the effect of contingent 
and non-contingent rewards of supervisors on 
subordinates, Podsakoff and Schriesheim (1985) concluded 
that workers were more satisfied when rewards were 
contingent on their performance and their performance was 
positively related to contingent rewards. In other 
words, workers would find no satisfaction when rewards 
were not contingent on their performance. In the same 
study, Podsakoff and Schriesheim (1985) found that, and 
confirmed by Podsakoff and Todor (1985), there was a 
positive correlation between contingent reward and 
subordinates' performance. 
However, Bass (1985a) warned against a mere 
senseless exchange; instead, leaders should take a more 
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conscious effort to reassure workers that the rewards 
were to be honored by the organization. In the course of 
this transactional exchange, the managers' role here 
should be an active one一一as a source of feedback, as 
communicators, and models for their subordinates (Bass, 
1990). 
Management-by-exception 
Management-by-exception, in essence, suggested when 
things were going in the right direction, there would be 
little interference from the leaders. That is, if the 
subordinates were performing as planned, managers would 
still be disinterested. However, when something went 
wrong in the work unit, leaders would come out and engage 
in negative feedback and contingent aversive 
reinforcement (Bass, 1985a). 
、 
Bass suggested that, on the brighter side, 
management-by-exception was the result of good planning 
and rehearsing, like a well-trained orchestra (Mintzberg, 
1975). Some managers, however, were forced to manage by 
exception because of work overloads. 
Managers adopting this behavior would take a rather 
passive role. As long as the usual way was working, 
these managers would not seek or request the subordinates 
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to seek new ways. Bass (1985a) further distinguished 
between management-by-exception and laissez-faire 
leadership. Laissez-faire managers' would simply take an 
、、absent" role from the scene even when things deviated 
from what had been scheduled (Bass, 1985a)• 
Because of this apathetic attitude, management-by-
exception had been found to be a negative leadership 
characteristic. For example, Waldman, Bass, and Einstein 
(1987) found that management-by-exception was negatively 
related to employee satisfaction with performance 
appraisal process while others found negative association 
between management-by-exception and employees' perception 
of leader effectiveness and satisfaction with their 
leaders (Bycio, Hackett, & Allen, 1995). 
Bass (1985a) realized that if managers were pre-
occupied by possible negative deviations, they would lose 
sight of the external environment or long-term 
objectives. Yet, he still defended for the passivity of 
management-by-exception that ^'failure to pay attention to 
the negative deviations may invite disaster" (p. 140)• 
Intellectual stimulation 
Bass (1985a) equated managers displaying 
intellectual stimulation behavior to teachers whose jobs 
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were to change and shape students' beliefs and values. 
These managers would arouse their subordinates to rethink 
some of the beliefs and values they had held at w o r k . 
New ideas were welcomed by superiors in solving old 
problems. Bass focused on the arousal and change of the 
subordinates' thought and imagination rather than in 
immediate action. 
In Bass's model of intellectual stimulation, he 
outlined that managers stimulating subordinates 
intellectually would give subordinates freedom to 
disagree--the logical prerequisite if new thinkings were 
encouraged. Also, Bass suggested that these managers 
were more willing to delegate. Independence and autonomy 
are therefore consequences of intellectual stimulation 
which, Graham (1987) believed, would prevent blind 
followership. When managers were autocratic, 
intellectual contribution of subordinates would be 
suffocated. 
Early empirical studies by Bass and other 
researchers have established positive correlations 
between intellectual stimulation and perceived 
effectiveness of superiors by subordinates (Bass, 1985； 
Seltzer & Bass, 1987; Avolio et al., 1988; Hater & Bass, 
1988). Using a business-game setting, Avolio, Waldman, 
and Einstein (1988) found that managers using 
14 
intellectual stimulating were positively correlated with 
market share, stock price, and earnings per share while 
negatively correlated with debt-to-equity ratio. Keller 
(1992) conducted a study on the relationship between 
leadership behavior and innovative outcomes in research 
and development project teams. He observed that there 
was a positive correlation of intellectual stimulation of 
project leaders and the team performance as well as 
patents produced by the teams. 
Individualized consideration 
As transformational leaders, managers would try to 
understand the needs and capabilities of each and every 
subordinate. Having done s〇,managers would be treating 
each individual subordinate according to his/her needs 
and capabilities, meaning that managers would have to 
maintain close and periodic face-to-face contacts with 
the subordinates. 
Keeping close contacts with individual staff members 
served several purposes. First, facilitating 
conutiunications--managers became the bridge between the 
lows and highs within the organizational hierarchy. 
Managers were then able to disseminate information to 
both ends of the hierarchy in a more timely manner so 
that better organizational decisions could be made. 
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Second, clarifying understanding一一managers could 
therefore have the opportunity to answer individual's 
questions and to give first-hand feedback to them. 
Third, attending to individual differences--managers 
became aware of what worked best for each individual and 
motivated them accordingly. Lastly, counseling 
individuals一一managers were to listen to the subordinates' 
problems, job-related or even personal matters. Bass 
argued that listening to the subordinates' problems and 
sharing personal experiences were often seen as important 
in a supervisor. 
Empirical results generally showed positive 
correlations between a leader's individualized 
considerations and perceived leader's effectiveness and 
subordinate's satisfaction with the leader (Avolio et 




Charismatic leadership is the centerpiece of Bass's 
model of transformational leadership. Bass (1985) 
emphasized that charismatic leaders were well respected 
and were seen as a role-model for the followers to 
follow. Their enthusiasm about the future inspired hard 
work and their self-sacrifices inspired loyalty to the 
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organization. Also, their willingness to use 
unconventional ways instilled excitement at work. 
As Bass (1985a & 1990) acknowledged, the concept of 
charismatic leadership was originated by Max Weber, a 
German sociologist, who considered that charismatic 
leaders were those who were 、、devinely" gifted, yet this 
gift was bestowed by colleagues and subordinates upon the 
leaders instead of by ''God." 
Trice and Beyer (1986) summed up Weber's work and 
suggested that there were five major components in 
Weber's charismatic leadership. First, the person must 
possess extraordinary gifts. Second, this person and his 
organization were facing a crisis and, third, he was able 
to come up with a rather radical solution in solving such 
crisis. Fourth, followers were eager to be linked 
through this leader for transcendent powers. And, fifth, 
followers validated this leader's gifts and transcendence 
in repeated experiences of success. Trice and Beyer 
further suggested that before a leader was considered 
charismatic, all the above five components should be 
present. 
Researchers generally believed that these 
characteristics made charismatic leaders idolized or 
worshipped by the led (Bass, 1985)• Religious and 
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political figures, such as Mahatma Gandhi, Ayatollah 
Khomeini, Mao Zedung, and Martin Luther King Junior are 
among those studied (Barlow, 1981; Bass, 1990; Fischer, 
1982)• Also, stories about legendary business leaders, 
such as Lee Iacocca of Chrysler and Steve Jobs of Apple 
Computer, whose recent return to Apple recreated yet 
another round of amazement, have been generally regarded 
as examples of charismatic leadership in an 
organizational setting (Bryman, 1993)• 
However, Weber's conceptualization was considered to 
be lacking specificity in that he did not identify 
behavioral dimensions that contributed to charismatic 
leadership (Conger & Karuingo, 1987)• Perhaps realizing 
so, House (1977) and House and Baetz (1979) put forth 
their theories of charismatic leadership. They believed 
that charismatic leaders possessed the ability to solicit 
unconditional trust and acceptance from the followers 
with whom the leaders would share their beliefs and 
missions. Thus, a relational basis for charismatic 
leadership was established. 
However, despite the above, Conger and Kanungo 
(1987) still contended that there was a lack of 
conceptual framework of charismatic leadership studies in 
business organizations, and they suggested a behavioral 
model of charismatic leadership. According to Conger and 
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Kanungo, charismatic leaders were those who opposed the 
status quo and visioned to change it. These managers 
felt very strongly that people could be motivated to 
change the status quo. They were inclined to take risks 
and self-sacrifice and to use unconventional ways in 
pursuing this idealized vision. 
Conger and Kanungo believed that 、、if the behavioral 
components of charismatic leadership can be isolated, it 
may be possible to develop these attributes in managers" 
(1987, p.645). Then, selection of management based on 
these charismatic characteristics could also be 
facilitated. 
At the empirical end, Shamir, House, and Arthur 
(1993) found there were at least 35 empirical studies of 
charismatic leadership in organizational settings in the 
decade prior to their present paper. Samples used in 
these studies ranged from U.S. presidents (House, 
Spangler, & Woycke, 1991) to students who served as 
laboratory subjects (Howell & Fr〇st, 1989) . Shamir, 
House, and Arthur (1993) suggested that these studies did 
provide convergent evidence that charismatic leaders 
''receive higher performance ratings, have more satisfied 
and more highly motivated followers, and are viewed as 
more effective leaders by their superiors and followers 
than others in position of leadership" (p. 214). 
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Summary 
The whole idea of transactional leadership was that 
leaders should be able to attend to the transactional 
exchanges between the organization and the workers. By 
knowing what the workers were capable of performing, 
managers would then reward them according to their 
contribution. These managers could take a rather passive 
role such that they would not attempt to change things as 
long as everything was going in the right direction. 
On the contrary, transformational leadership took a 
much more proactive approach. These managers were ready 
to be models themselves to motivate and push their 
subordinates to achieve higher goals which were thought 
of beyond their normal expectations. Transformational 
leaders were considerate about the needs and abilities of 
each individual subordinate and were enthusiastic in 
encouraging new ideas and new ways of doing things. They 
visioned change and were eager to instill this vision 
throughout the organization. 
It is worth noting that, except for management-by-
exception, all the remaining four components of Bass's 
model rely heavily on the relationship between the 
leaders and the led (Bass, 1985； Conger & Kanungo, 1987). 
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Although transformational leadership does not necessarily 
imply participative decision making (Bass, 1995), it 
emphasizes mutual trust and empowerment between the 
supervisors and the subordinates (Yukl, 1994)• 
21 
Individualism and Collectivism 
There has been a rich body of literature on the 
construct of individualism and collectivism. Social 
science researchers from different disciplines have 
studied the construct for different purposes, such as 
scale development (e.g., Bond, 1986, 1996; Earley 1989, 
1993, 1994; Hofstede, 1980b, 1991; Hui, 1988; Hui & Yee, 
1994; Triandis, 1989, 1995). In fact, according to Hui 
and Yee (1994) , 、、ab〇ut one third of recently published 
cross-cultural studies cited this construct as at least a 
partial explanation of the observed differences" in the 
dependent variables (p. 409). 
Individualism and collectivism (INDCOL) tells how an 
individual relates to the people around him or her/ 
whether an individual is oriented towards his/her own 
interest or towards the interest of the collective. 
Individuals of individualistic cultures generally seek 
for their own interests over collective interests. These 
individuals look out for themselves and their immediate 
family members only. Individualists place high priority 
on their own judgment despite the pressure of conformity 
from outside. Individualists are more 、、I — c〇nsci〇us" and 
therefore every individual is unique. They enjoy 
autonomy and sharing opinions; individual efforts should 
be recognized. Organizational rewards should be made 
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based on equity, that is how well each individual 
performs, rather than by equality and seniority (Earley, 
1989; Hofstede, 1980, 1991; Triandis, 1989, 1995). 
On the contrary, collectivists consider group 
interests over their own. They are more 、、we-c〇nsci〇us" 
and therefore harmony and consensus is preferred. These 
individuals show their loyalty to their immediate family 
and other ingroups in exchange for recognition and 
protection. They place high priority on social norms and 
standards which often determine one's opinions. 
Individual efforts are focused to achieve collective 
goals and rewards for achieving such goals should be 
provided in an egalitarian manner (Hofstede, 198 0b, 1991; 
Triandis, 1988, 1989). 
These researchers also highlighted the importance of 
the distinction between ingroup and outgroup within 
collectivistic cultures. It would be inaccurate to 
believe collectivists treat other collectivists 
indifferentially within their own culture. Collectivists 
behave differentially towards people around them based on 
how close they are with these people, i.e., ingroup and 
outgroup. 
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Ingroup versus outgroup 
The definition of ''ingroup" in collectivistic 
cultures is quite different from that in individualistic 
cultures. Collectivists define ingroup as people, 
particularly immediate family or clan members, who look 
out for the welfare for each individual member (Triandis, 
1972) , while individualists define ingroups as people 
with whom members agree on important issues and values 
(Rokeach, 1960). 
In collectivistic cultures, norms, values, and 
beliefs are readily shared by ingroup members. Long-term 
ingroup success, hence honor, is emphasized over one's 
own. In the course of achieving this long-term group 
success, group members are more willing to cooperate and 
as a result, social loafing reduces (Earley, 1989)• 
Triandis and Vassiliou (1972) suggested that 
collectivists had fewer ingroups and were more selective 
as to whom to include in their ingroups. They do not 
seek to establish new relationship and create new 
ingroups easily. Since there is high devotion to the 
ingroup, membership is life-long and relationships within 
are intimate, everybody else would then be regarded as 
outgroup. Collectivists' behavior towards those who are 
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considered outgroup could be uncooperative, or even 
hostile (Leung, 1988)• 
Individualists, on the other hand, due to their 
loose connection with others, have more ingroups than 
collectivists. And these ingroups, for example, social 
clubs, coworkers, or professional affiliations, are in 
general of less importance for individualists than that 
for collectivists. Because of the existence of many 
ingroups, emotional attachment to ingroups is rather weak 
and individualists do not have the same intimacy with 
group members as collectivists do with theirs. The 
demand of devotion from ingroups is much less in 
individualistic cultures than it is in collectivistic 
cultures. Therefore, it could be easy for individualists 
to leave one ingroup and form or join another. 
Individualists also tend to have more consistent behavior 
towards these various groups (Earley, 1989, 1993; 
Triandis, Bontempo, Villareal, Asai, & Lucca, 1988)• 
Because of the emotional detachment from their 
ingroups, individualists put their own interests and 
goals over the ingroups'. In the course of fulfilling 
these interests and achieving these goals, they would 
rely on their own effort more than on the collective 
effort of the group. They actually work better when 
working alone (Earley, 1989; 1993). 
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Bond, Leung, and Wan (1982) , and Leung and Bond 
(1984) studied the difference between individualists 
(Americans) and collectivists (Chinese) on rewards 
allocation. These researchers found that individualists 
allocate rewards primarily based on the individual's 
performance, i.e., by equity. There are some 
complexities on the collectivists side. Collectivists 
would allocate reward based on equality for ingroup 
members while this rule may not hold for outgroup 
members. Hui, Triandis, and Yee (1991) noted that when 
resources were limited, collectivists favored their 
ingroup members to a greater extent than individualists 
did. 
In a study that examined the social interactions of 
individualists and collectivists, Wheeler, Reis, and Bond 
(1989) showed that collectivists had fewer social 
interactions, and when they did, they would interact with 
fewer people who preferably were ingroup partners. 
Consistent with Wheeler et al.‘ s (1989) study, Gudykunst, 
et al, (1992) found that individualists showed no 
difference in self-disclosing to members of both ingroup 
and outgroup while collectivists would disclose more of 
themselves to ingroup members than to outgroup members. 
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The distinction of ingroup and outgroup in 
collectivistic cultures is more salient than in 
individualistic cultures. It would be inaccurate to 
believe collectivists treat other collectivists 
indifferentially within their own culture. Collectivists 
consider it natural to display different behaviors 
towards different groups of people based on how closely 
they are related to each other while individualists are 
rather consistent in their behaviors when interacting 
with other people. 
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Relating Transformational and Transactional 
Leadership to the Collectivistic Context 
What then does collectivism have to do with 
transformational and transactional leadership? The 
following sections will attempt to discuss the validity 
of transformational and transactional leadership within 
the collectivistic context. The ingroup-outgroup 
differences will also be highlighted and hence, ten 
testable hypotheses developed. 
Contingent reward 
Bass's (1985) idea of contingent reward was that 
leaders were obligated to show their subordinates a clear 
path to attain the work-goals and, in return, a clear 
picture of how their performance was related to rewards. 
This type of transactional exchange is considered natural 
in individualistic cultures where people are expecting to 
be rewarded according to how well they perform. 
However, collectivists are assured of their well 
being as long as they show their loyalty to the 
organizations. Often regarded as collectivists, the 
Japanese long-term, if not life-long, employment 
exemplifies this exchange. Also, Beatty, McCune, and 
Beatty (1988) demonstrated that managers in Japan were 
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much less likely to vary the salary increases for the 
different employees than were their U.S. counterparts 
(Bass, 1990). 
In fact, in collectivistic cultures, equality is 
generally regarded as the preferred resource allocation 
principle (Bond et al. 1982; Leung & Bond, 1984; Triandis 
et al, 1988) • Collectivists would prefer an egalitarian 
approach in dividing resources while they would be 
adopting an equitable approach when strangers or outgroup 
were involved (Leung & Bond, 1984; Yang & Hui, 1986)• 
Finally, as the relationship between leaders and 
their outgroup members could be highly individualistic, 
we therefore expect the following, 
H1: Individualistic leaders will be more likely to 
use contingent reward with their subordinates 
than collectivistic leaders will. 
Hla: Within collectivistic cultures, leaders will be 
more likely to use contingent reward with their 




According to Bass (1985), management-by-exception, 
in essence, is that leaders are virtually avoiding his or 
her responsibilities to supervise subordinates. Only 
when something goes wrong in the workplace would the 
subordinates hear from their supervisors. 
Earley (1989, 1993) studied the work group behavior 
between individualistic and collectivistic cultures and 
concluded that collectivist emphasized group performance. 
In collectivistic cultures, workers and leaders will 
contribute to the group results and that would mean honor 
to their own group compared to others. Collectivistic 
workers were expected to monitor each other,s work, and 
as a result, they worked better in groups and were found 
to have ''loafed" less than individualistic workers. 
Leaders' role could therefore be limited to managing by 
exception. On the other hand, individualistic cultures 
emphasized individual performance rather than groups'. 
Earley (1993) concluded that individualistic workers 
worked better alone than with ingroup or outgroup 
coworkers. This type of 、、c〇w-b〇y" behavior calls for 
regular monitoring before things get out of hand. Thus, 
30 
H2: Collectivistic leaders are more likely to use 
management-by-exception than individualistic 
leaders. 
In an ingroup/outgroup situation, collectivists will 
be adopting an uncooperative, or even hostile (Leung, 
1988) attitude towards people who are considered as 
outgroup. Leaders will tend to monitor more their 
outgroup subordinates to prevent things from going wrong 
while they can leave their ingroup subordinates alone. 
Therefore, 
H2a: Within collectivist cultures, leaders are more 
likely to use management-by-exception to their 
ingroup subordinates than to their outgroup 
subordinates. 
Intellectual stimulation 
Bass (1985) suggested that for a leader to be 
transformational, he or she must provide intellectual 
stimulation to force subordinates to rethink some of 
their own ideas which they had never questioned before. 
Thus, leaders are expected to help subordinates to have 
new awareness in problem definition and solution. 
Leaders will act as teachers, stimulating their students 
to learn better. 
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However, learning in individualistic cultures 
emphasized the coping with 、、new, unknown, unforeseen 
situations," while in collectivistic cultures, learning 
emphasized the adaptation of skills (Hofstede, 1991, p . 
63)• Collectivists tend to engage in education that lead 
to perfection of skills already possessed; new skills are 
learned only as so required by the jobs. 
Redding and Wong (1986) summarized Silin's (1976) 
conclusion of a rather bleak picture on Chinese leader-
led relationships. Silin argued that Chinese leaders, in 
order to protect their organizational status, would 
withhold information and power from their subordinates. 
Only when it was necessary would Chinese supervisors 
release this information and power so that subordinates 
would remain dependent to their leaders. Also, Silin 
found that the vertical hierarchy in Chinese 
organizations facilitated control and did not give much 
room for subordinates' initiation. Chinese supervisors 
''regularly play down or deny the contributions of 
subordinates" (Redding & Wong, 1986, p . 288) so that 
their own position can be secured. A Chinese saying 
goes, 、、〇nce the student understand the tricks, the 
teacher is no longer needed." Teaching or stimulating 
subordinates to explore intellectually would go against 
the supervisors' wishes. 
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Thus, 
H3: Individualistic leaders are more likely to use 
intellectual stimulation than collectivistic 
leaders. 
However, collectivistic leaders treat ingroup and 
outgroup members differentially. For the welfare of 
ingroup members as well as their own, collectivist 
leaders often show their willingness to help. The 
relationship between the leader and the led is 
reciprocal: they need other in order to survive and 
thrive. However, outgroup members who maintain a much 
distant relationship with their supervisors will be left 
on their own to figure things out. Therefore, 
H3a: Collectivistic leaders are more likely to use 
intellectual stimulation to their ingroup 
subordinates than their outgroup subordinates. 
Individualized consideration 
Bass (1985) suggested that subordinates should be 
treated differently according to their individual needs 
and capabilities. Leaders can show their consideration 
by way of expression of appreciation or by way of 
critiques in order to improve their subordinates' 
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performance. It calls for individual counseling and 
mentoring and leaders should avoid treating their 
subordinates alike. From his military officer sample, 
Bass (1985) observed that leaders were expected to pay 
attention to each and every subordinates. In helping 
their subordinate, leaders must be generous in giving 
their time. 
However, Bass (1985) did yield to the fact that the 
idea of ingroup might weaken individualized 
consideration. He suggested that transformational 
leaders 、、have to take care that they do not crystallize 
an 'ingroup' and an 'outgroup' within the larger group of 
their subordinates'' (p. 95) • For individualists on whom 
Bass's observation was based, this may be feasible 
because individualists do not distinguish between ingroup 
and outgroup as rigidly as collectivists. Individualists 
have more ingroups and their behaviors are rather 
consistent towards the members from each ingroup they 
belong. 
On the other hand, collectivists are treating 
ingroup members 、、better,, than outgroup members because 
outgroup members are prone to deviate from what their 
supervisors expect of them. Thus, ingroup subordinates 
will be more likely to receive individualized 
consideration while those subordinates who are regarded 
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as outgroup will be less likely to receive the same kind 
of consideration. Therefore, 
H4: Individualistic leaders will be less likely to 
show individualized consideration to their 
subordinates than collectivistic leaders. 
H4a: Collectivistic leaders will be more likely to 
show individualized consideration to their 
ingroup subordinates than outgroup 
subordinates. 
Charismatic leadership 
Bass (1990) suggested that the emergence of 
charismatic leader required an environment where 
traditions and norms were strong. Pillai (1995) 
concurred, arguing that collectivistic cultures' emphasis 
of strong community and shared traditions and norms 
created an environment where charismatic leadership could 
emerge. Using a U.S. sample, Pillai concluded that 
collectivism was positively related to charismatic 
leadership. 
Collectivists are more willing to down-play their 
personal goals in order to foster group cooperation and 
achieve group goals. This attribute facilitates 
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charismatic leadership such that sense of missions and 
loyalty can be easily passed on to and accepted by 
followers. 
Thus, 
H5: Collectivists will be more likely to perceive 
their leaders as charismatic than 
individualists. 
As mentioned above, ingroup/outgroup relationships 
are more salient in collectivistic cultures than in 
individualistic cultures. When the workers belong to the 
leader' s ingroup, they are more willing to follow, to 
share the leaders' values and beliefs, and to subordinate 
their own interest to the leader's. On the other hand, 
when the workers do not belong to the leader's ingroup, 
the leader-led relationship might become disharmonious. 
Sharing of the leader's values and beliefs might not take 
place. Therefore, 
H5a: Within collectivistic cultures, ingroup 
subordinates will be more likely to perceive 






The present research was designed to test the theory 
of transformational and transactional leadership in a 
collectivistic context. Data was therefore collected 
from a collectivistic society, namely. Hong Kong that has 
long been regarded and demonstrated to be collectivistic 
using different measurement scales and over a reasonable 
long period of time (Chan, 1994; Hofstede, 1980b; Hui, 
1988)• Also, we would want to compare our Hong Kong data 
with data from an individualistic setting. We therefore 
obtained Professors Peter Bycio, Rick Hackett, and Joyce 
Allen's permission to use their data (1985) testing TFL 
using American respondents. The U.S. has long been 
、regarded as individualists by researchers (Chan, 1994; 
Hofstede, 1980b; Hui, 1988). This U.S. data was purely 
for comparison purpose. The focus of our study here was 
within a collectivistic context, i.e., Hong Kong. 
Both this study and the study by Bycio et al. (1995) 
used the same Multi-factor Leadership Questionnaire 一 
Form 1 (MLQ-1) instrument develop by Bass (1985a)• In 
their study, Bycio et al. (1995) conducted a confirmatory 
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factor analysis using 1376 nurses as respondents and 
confirmed that the five-factor model was tenable along 
with a two-factor Active-Passive model due to high 
correlations between the transformational components and 
contingent rewards. Our study here was not designed to 
test the two-factor model confirmed by Bycio et al. but 
to compare the five-factor model by Bass (1985a) using 
the data from Hong Kong and the data by Bycio et al. 
Also, as this study would examine the effects of 
ingroup/outgroup relationship on TFL, a 12-item 
instrument measuring ingroup/outgroup was administered to 
the Hong Kong participants. It is used to measure 
participant's perception of whether they were being 
treated by their leaders as ingroup members or outgroup 
members. Since the ingroup/outgroup distinction is more 
salient in collectivistic cultures than in 
individualistic cultures, this part of measurement was 
not required in the U.S. data. 
Participants 
Target participants of the present study were part-
time master of business administration and diploma 
students from a Hong Kong university. The present author 
arranged with individual professors at the above 
university to hand out the MLQ-1 during class breaks. 
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The students were told briefly that the study was about 
how they viewed their supervisors. They were given 
fifteen minutes to finish the questionnaires. The 
finished questionnaires were then collected by the 
present author. 
233 students completed the MLQ-1 in the present 
study. These students all had full-time jobs and were 
taking classes part-time. Because of their maturity 
(over 90 percent of them were over 25 years of age) and 
working experiences, these participants were held to be 
good judges of leadership behavior. 
Table 1 provides descriptive statistics of the 
participants. 
With respect to ingroup and outgroup, we wanted to 
control for response biases due to demographic 
background, a series of chi-square test were performed to 
capture such statistical differences. Table 2 gives the 
results. From the above results, we noticed that gender, 
age, having subordinates or not, and educational level 
did not influence the participant in identifying 
themselves as ingroup or outgroup of their superiors. 
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Table 1 





below 21 .4% 
22 to 24 6.5% 
25 to 27 24.1% 
28 to 30 26.9% 
31 to 33 17.6% 
34 to 36 12.7% 




Bachelor degree 38.3% 
Post-graduate degree 18.5% 
Ethnic background of the majority member of 
participant's work-group: 
Hong Kong Chinese 92.7% 
Mainland Chinese 2% 
Taiwanese Chinese 1.2% 
Japanese 3.2% 
Other 0.8% 





More than 10 10.1% 
Table 2 
Chi-square results testing demographic data 
differences 
Test df Chi-square p 
gender 1 .4747 .4908 
age 6 3.5319 .7397 
education 3 .2417 .9706 
subordinate 3 1.9872 .5751 
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Instrument 
For the present study, we adopted Bass's (1985) 
original MLQ-1. This instrument contains 40 items 
measuring the five factors: 17 items for charismatic 
leadership, 7 items for individualized consideration, 3 
items for intellectual stimulation, 7 items for 
contingent reward, and 6 items for management-by-
exception. For each question, a 5-point Likert-type 
scale ranging from 〇 to 4 where 〇 was 、、not at all" and 4 
was ''frequently" was used in displaying the amount of 
leadership attribute. Appendix A shows the 40-item MLQ-1 
scale. The Alpha coefficient, reliability, of each 
factor in this sample are listed in Table 3. 
To capture the information of whether the 
participants considered themselves as their supervisors' 
ingroup, a 12-item scale was used. The first two items 
of the scale asked the participants if they had engaged 
in social activities with their supervisors. The next 
two asked about their supervisors' attitude towards the 
participants' work and personal life. These questions 
were asked because we needed to know if the participants 
interacted with their supervisors in a more personal 
level which was natural in an ingroup situation. The 
next eight questions were adopted from the Group 
Identification Scale originally developed by Brown, 
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Condor, Matthews, Wade, and Williams (1986) and modified 
by Hinkle, Taylor, Fox-Cardamone, and Crook (1989)• 
These items asked the participants about their role and 
relationship with their supervisors' selected group. The 
items of this scale are listed in Table 4. 
Table 3 
Reliabilities of the five-factor model 
Factor ‘ Alpha 
Contingent reward (7 items) •8028 
Management-by-exception (6 items) • 5640 
Intellectual stimulation (3 items) .8279 
Individualized consideration (7 items) .7120 
Charismatic leadership (17 items) • 9387 
Table 4 
Items for ingroup identification 
1. 工 engage in social activities with my 
supervisor regularly. 
2. 工 lunch with my supervisor regularly. 
3. My supervisor cares for my work. 
4. My supervisor cares for my personal life. 
5. 工 am glad to belong to my supervisor's 
selected group. 
6. I identify with this group. 
7. I feel held back by this group. 
8. I think this group worked well together. 
9. I do not fit in well with the other members of 
this group. 
10.工 d〇 not consider the group to be important. 
11.工 feel uneasy with the members of this group. 
12. I feel strong ties to this group. 
For each question, a 5-point Likert-type scale 
ranging from 0 to 4 where 0 was ''not at all" and 4 was 
''frequently" was used. Scoring of items 7, 9, 10, and 11 
was reversed. Reliability of the 12-item scale was 
.7645. 
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The final part of the survey was basic demographic 
data of participants. For details, please refer to Table 
1. 
Realizing the possibility of confusion stemming from 
language, Brislin (1970) suggested a series of 
translation and back-translation of survey instrument in 
cross-cultural research. For the present study, however, 
no such translations were done due to the fact that 
English is the official language in Hong Kong. English 
is readily comprehensible and used by most Hong Kong 
people in a daily basis. The generally high reliability 
of the survey items suggests that language problems were 
minimal. 
Analysis strategy 
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using LISREL 8 
(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993) was used to study the factor 
structure of our Hong Kong data. In this study, the five-
correlated-factor model of Bass's transformational and 
transactional leadership was examined. To determine if 
the data fit the model, several indices, namely, 
goodness-of-fit index (GFI), adjusted goodness-of-fit 
index (AGFI), parsimonious fit index (PFI), comparative 
fit index (CFI) , non-normed fit index (NNF"I) , and root-
mean-square-residual (RMSR) were used. These indices 
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have a value between 0 to 1. A value of closer to 1 for 
the first five indices and a value of closer to 0 for the 
final index indicate better fit. 
The next step was to explore the mean differences of 
the latent variables across groups (individualism versus 
collectivism and ingroup versus outgroup)• Before these 
mean differences could be assessed, equivalence of factor 
structures of these groups had to be established first. 
In determining if the factor structure of the US and 
Hong Kong samples, i.e., individualism and collectivism, 
were different, the multi-sample equal factor structures 
procedures outlined in LISREL 8 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993) 
manuals were used. First, a baseline model comparing the 
two samples was established. In this baseline model, the 
factor structures of both samples were assumed equal. In 
the second model, factor loadings of the two samples were 
allowed to differ. A significant chi-square change from 
the results of these two models indicated that the factor 
structures of the two samples were non-equivalent. 
As mentioned above, the distinction of ingroup and 
outgroup is important within collectivistic cultures. 
Our data analysis therefore also reflected this 
importance. Based on the scores obtained from the 
ingroup/outgroup scale, the Hong Kong sample was median 
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split into two groups--one with scores indicating that 
the participants considered themselves as their leader's 
ingroup and the other outgroup. We then conducted the 
same procedures of multi-sample equal factor structure to 
test the factor structures of ingroup and outgroup. 
Factorial invariance means the factor loadings of 
corresponding parameters of the groups being compared are 
hypothesized as invariant (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1989)• If 
the otherwise was found, the two factor structures are 
said to be nonequivalent. This nonequivalence could be a 
result of comparing different attributes of, for example 
the weight and height of two persons, or a result of 
using different measurements, for example, inches and 
centimeters. 
Some researchers decided that there should be no 
comparisons made if data were found to be nonequivalent 
(Stewart, 1981). Adler, Campbell, and Laurent (1989) did 
.' 
stop comparing their data on Chinese and American 
managerial behavior after having found the factor 
structure from their Chinese sample uninterpretable. 
These authors were concerned that any comparison could be 
^'extremely tentative and potentially highly misleading" 
(P. 72). 
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However, Poortinga (1989) considered this decision 
of making no comparison could prevent further progress in 
cross-cultural psychology and any result from making 
comparisons could be ''potentially informative about the 
nature of cross-cultural differences" (p.750)• On the 
other hand, Byrne, Shavelson, and Muthen (1989) noted 
that researchers got the impression that、、given a 
nonvariant pattern of factor loadings, further testing of 
invariance and the testing for differences in factor mean 
scores are unwarranted" (p. 458) and concluded that 
partial measurement invariance was the only requirement 
for comparing latent variable mean differences. 
Byrne et al. (1989) furthered that they had found 
very few studies testing latent factor mean differences. 
They contended that it was mainly due to the oversight of 
appropriate statistical procedures in identifying partial 
invariance. These researchers, also others (Cheung & 
Rensvold, 1996b; Marsh & Hocevar, 1985) , therefore 
proposed and developed procedures to allow for the 
testing of partial invariance and latent variable mean 
differences. As it is difficult to achieve full 
factorial invariance, testing factor mean differences 
with partial invariance becomes desirable and feasible 
(S. P. Reise, personal communication, June 5, 1996). 
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In this study, factorial invariance was rejected and 
only partial factorial invariance was established in our 
sample (US & HK) comparisons, we therefore proceeded to 
test for partial invariance and latent variable mean 
differences. We used multiple CFA comparisons as 
described in Cheung and Rensvold (1996a) to identify the 
non-equivalent items. We first ran a CFA without 
assuming the factor loadings of the two groups in 
comparison to be equivalent. This baseline model was 
then compared with a model within which one factor 
loading was set to be equivalent across the two groups 
while the rest remained non-equivalent. A significant 
difference in chi-square indicated non-equivalence. All 
forty items of the MLQ-1 were subject to this procedure 
to find out which was non-equivalent between the groups 
in question. As multiple-CFA tests were undertaken, a 
significant level of .001 was used to avoid committing a 
Type-工 error. 
Also, Labouvie and Ruetsch (1995) suggested to 
equate the sum of the factor loadings to the number of 
items when comparing means with non-equivalent items. 
、、This proposed method links the metric of the latent 
variable to the set of items as a whole instead of an 
arbitrarily chosen item. Identification can be achieved 
by the above constraints while neither restricting the 
factor loading of any particular item, nor standardizing 
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the latent variables" (Cheung and Rensvold, 1996b, p.l4). 
Appendix B is a sample LISREL program file for comparing 




Confirmatory factor analysis 
Table 5 gives the results of the confirmatory factor 
analyses for all four samples, namely U.S., (obtained 
from Bycio et al, 1995), Hong Kong, HK-ingroup, and HK-
outgroup . Please also refer to Appendix C for 
descriptive statistics and inter-correlations of the 40-
item MLQ-1 and Appendix D for inter-correlations of the 5 
latent variables of our Hong Kong data. 
From Table 5, we noticed that the U.S. sample gave 
better fits in all five fit indices, namely, non-normed 
fit index (NNFI), comparative fit index (CFI), parsimony 
goodness of fit index (PGFI), goodness of fit index 
(GFI), and adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI)• The 
root mean square residual (RMSR) were all very close to 
0.10, ranging from 0.096 to 0.11. 
Bentler and Bonett (1980) asked for a NNFI .90 as a 
benchmark of good overall fit but the Hong Kong sample's 
NNFI was .79 which represented a marginal fit of the 
five-factor transformational and transactional leadership 
model. The two other subgroups, ingroup and outgroup, 
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Tests of factorial invariance 
Table 6 gives the results of the factor structure 
comparisons between groups. 
Table 6 
Results of factor structures comparisons 
df X2 — 
U.S. vs. Hong Kong" 1550 7220.60 
U.S. vs. Hong Kong^ 1510 7048.870 
Change 40 171.73* 
HK-ingroup vs. HK-outgroup^ 1550 2734.14 
HK-ingroup vs. HK-outgroup^ 1510 2659.66 
Change 40 74.48* 
Note. ^ baseline model; 。 factor loadings freed; 
女 p< .01. 
From the above results, the U.S. factor structure 
was different from the Hong Kong factor structure while 
the HK-ingroup factor structure was different from the 
HK-outgroup factor structure. As factorial invariance 
was rejected, we turned to look for non-equivalent items 
within each group and proceeded to determine the mean 
differences of the latent variables. Following the 
multiple-CFA procedures discussed above, we identified 
the non-equivalent items as shown in Table 7. 
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Table 7 
Non-equivalent items between U.S. vs. Hong Kong and 
between HK-ingroup vs . HK-outgroup 
U.S. vs. Hong Kong Item(#) 
Contingent reward 6 
Management-by-exception 5 & 6 
Intellectual stimulation Nil 
Individualized consideration 3, 4, 5, 6, & 7 
Charismatic leadership 6, 8, & 15 
HK-ingroup vs. HK-outgroup Item(#) 
Contingent reward Nil 
Management-by-exception Nil 
Intellectual stimulation Nil 
Individualized consideration Nil 
Charismatic leadership 2 
The above table shows that individualists and 
collectivists differed in more items than the ingroup and 
outgroup subordinates did. This result is reasonable as 
we expect a greater difference between Hong Kong Chinese 
and United States Americans than among Hong Kong Chinese. 
Given this partial factor invariance, we proceeded to 
test the latent variable mean differences noting that 
partial invariance was the only requirement for comparing 
latent variable mean differences (Byrne et al., 1989; 
Poortinga, 1989) 
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Mean differences of latent variables 
When calculating mean differences of latent 
variables, LISREL takes into consideration of the 
equivalence of the factor structure and only provides 
with mean differences but not the means of each 
individual latent variables. Therefore, Appendices E, F, 
and G give simple means and standard deviations of all 40 
items of MLQ-1 as well as the 5 latent variables for all 
sample groups. 
Table 8, on the other hand, shows the mean 
differences of the latent variables of U.S. vs. Hong Kong 
and HK-ingroup vs. HK-outgroup calculated by L<ISREIj. 
Table 8 
Mean differences of latent variables 
Mean 
Factors difference t-value 
U.S. versus Hong Kong 
Contingent reward 0.71 13.14* 
Management-by-exception 0.34 7.69* 
Intellectual stimulation 0.54 8.79^ 
Individualized 
consideration 0.24 5.14^ 
Charismatic leadership 0.26 5.90* 
HK-ingroup versus HK-outgroup 
Contingent reward -0.77 -7.28* 
Management-by-exception -0.09 -0.86ns 
Intellectual stimulation -0.78 -1.12^ 
Individualized 
consideration -0.12 -1,37* 
Charismatic leadership -0 • 72 -1. 75* 
Note. * p< . 01 — 
54 
From the above, we notice that there are similar 
latent variable mean differences between HK-ingroup and 
HK-outgroup. This could be a result of the high inter-
correlations of the five latent variables (see Appendix 
D). This high inter-correlation is not surprising since 
Bycio et al. (1995) already found a similar result. In 
their study, they found a two-factor Active-Passive model 
due to high correlations between the transformational 
components and contingent reward. Despite of their high 
correlations, these five latent variables have been 
considered unique (Bass, 1985)• 
Hypothesis results 
Hypothesis 1 proposed that individualistic leaders 
would be more likely to use contingent reward to their 
subordinates than collectivistic leaders would. However, 
the mean difference of contingent reward between U.S. and 
Hong Kong samples was 0.71 with a significant t-value of 
13.14 which means Hong Kong leaders were perceived to use 
more contingent reward than their U.S. counterparts. 
Between HK-ingroup and HK-outgroup, there was a 
significant mean difference in contingent reward (mean=-
0,11, t=-l.28). Hypothesis 1 and la were not supported. 
It was proposed in H2 that collectivistic leaders 
will adopt the use of management-by-exception more than 
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the individualistic leaders. The mean difference of 0.34 
with a significant t-value of 7.69 supported this 
hypothesis. However, the mean difference of management-
by-exception between ingroup and outgroup was not 
significant. 
The hypothesis of individualistic leaders who are 
more likely to use intellectual stimulation than 
collectivistic leaders did not receive support. Yet, the 
significant mean difference of between ingroup and 
outgroup supported our hypothesis that collectivistic 
leaders showed more intellectual stimulation to ingroup 
subordinates than to outgroup subordinates. 
Hypothesis 4 suggested that individualistic leaders 
will be less likely to demonstrate more individualized 
consideration than collectivistic leaders which received 
no support. The mean difference of individualized 
consideration between ingroup and outgroup of -.12 gave 
support to hypothesis 4a. 
Finally, collectivistic leaders were confirmed to be 
more charismatic than their individualistic counterparts 
as perceived by their subordinates. It is also confirmed 
that ingroup subordinates were more likely to perceive 
their leaders as charismatic than outgroup subordinates 
were. Table 9 gives a summarized results of this study. 
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Table 9 
Results of hypotheses 
Hypotheses ‘ Support 
H1: Individualistic leaders will be 
more likely to use contingent 
reward with their subordinates than 
collectivistic leaders will. No 
Hla Within collectivistic cultures, 
leaders will be more likely to 
use contingent reward with their 
outgroup subordinates than to 
their ingroup subordinates. No 
H2 : Collectivistic leaders are more 
likely to use management-by-exception 
than individualistic leaders. Yes 
H2a: Within collectivist cultures, leaders 
are more likely to use management-by-
exception to their ingroup subordinates 
than to their outgroup subordinates. No 
H3: Individualistic leaders are more 
likely to use intellectual stimulation 
than collectivistic leaders. No 
H3a: Collectivistic leaders are more likely 
to use intellectual stimulation to 
their ingroup subordinates than 
their outgroup subordinates. Yes 
H4: Individualistic leaders will be less 
likely to show individualized 
consideration to their subordinates 
than collectivistic leaders. Yes 
H4a: Collectivistic leaders will be more 
likely to show individualized 
consideration to their ingroup 
subordinates than outgroup subordinates Yes 
H5: Collectivists will be more likely to 
perceive their leaders as charismatic 
than individualists. Yes 
H5a: Within collectivistic cultures, 
ingroup subordinates will be more 
likely to perceive their leaders as 




This study set out to explore the influence of 
individualism and collectivism as well as ingroup and 
outgroup on Bass's (1985) transformational and 
transactional leadership. 
Despite the mixed support of our hypotheses, the 
present study successfully demonstrated that human 
behavior is culturally based. A major finding of this 
study was the demonstration of the impact of the 
constructs of individualism and collectivism as well as 
ingroup and outgroup on Bass' (1985) transformational and 
transactional leadership. First, our results showed that 
the Hong Kong supervisors were rated significantly higher 
in all five factors of the model than U.S. supervisors 
were, i.e.. Hong Kong supervisors were perceived to be 
more transformational and transactional than their United 
States counterparts. Second, ingroup and outgroup 
relationships between supervisors and subordinates also 
enhanced transformational leadership in collectivistic 
societies. Our Hong Kong supervisors were rated to be 
more transformational and transactional (except for 
management-by-exception) by their ingroup subordinates 
than by their outgroup subordinates. 
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The collectivistic environment facilitates the 
sharing of the leader's ideas, norms, and visions. The 
high power distance in collectivistic cultures (Hofstede, 
1980) helps leaders carry out what is good for the entire 
organization more easily and generally receive fewer 
challenges. Major decisions are made and carried out in 
a top-down fashion. Charisma, in a collectivistic 
context, could then be considered as the respect 
subordinates have for their leaders who have the power 
and authority to allocate resources at their own will. A 
charismatic leader would act as a role model for the 
followers to follow. Lo (1969) observed that a Hong Kong 
leader 、、places high traditional values on the virtue of 
being industrious as well as being frugal. So if he 
makes his employees work nine to ten hours a day, it is 
because he himself works just as much if not more" 
(England, 1989, p.40) 
Further, social loafing has been found to be 
moderated by individualism and collectivism (Earley, 
1989). Collectivistic workers are socialized to consider 
group interest more important than the individual's own. 
Unlike the individualistic workers who would separate 
themselves from their work-group, collectivistic workers, 
if loafed, would fear social sanction from their peers as 
well as from their supervisors. Thus, social loafing was 
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found to be more correlated with individualists than 
collectivists. The use of social pressure as a 
management control device allows supervisors not to 
interfere with their subordinates' daily work. 
Therefore, as hypothesized. Hong Kong supervisors were 
rated to have used more management-by-exception than the 
U.S. supervisors. 
Contingent reward, to our Hong Kong respondents, 
seems to mean that subordinates' reward has been taken 
care of simply because they are members of their 
organizations. Negotiation of this reward as stipulated 
by Bass, however, may not be feasible in this 
collectivistic context since the high power distance does 
not allow them to challenge any organizational decisions 
on employee compensation. Although reward could still be 
distributed in an egalitarian manner, leaders will assure 
workers they can get what they are promised in exchange 
of their loyalty and efforts. Therefore, in a 
collectivistic context, reward could be, to a greater 
extent, contingent to subordinates' loyalty than their 
effort. 
It has been stressed that collectivism emphasizes 
the submission of individual's goals and interests in 
favor of the groups. However, individual goals can still 
be accepted as long as these goals are a part of the 
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group goals. Wilson and Pusey (1982) indicated that, for 
Chinese children, individual achievement was only 
encouraged if this individual achievement would lead to 
group success (Yu, 1996)• Achievement motivation for 
collectivists is socially oriented (Yang & Yu, 1988; Yu & 
Yang, 1994). Individuals, goals and actions necessary 
for goal attainment are defined by others. Emphasis on 
achievement will reinforce this socially-oriented 
achievement motivation. Stimulating followers to think 
and act independently does not necessarily change this 
orientation (Yu, 1991)• Thus, individualized 
consideration and intellectual stimulation could be means 
for collectivistic leaders to achieve a greater cause一一 
the success of the entire organization. 
The results of the ingroup/outgroup comparisons were 
consistent with that between collectivists and 
individualists. Within the collectivistic context, 
ingroup subordinates were found to perceive their 
supervisors as more transformational and transactional 
than outgroup subordinates. When putting the two sets of 
results in perspective, it can be noted that the closer 
the relationship a subordinate is to the supervisor, it 
is more likely that this supervisor be perceived as 
transformational and transactional. Collectivists 
maintain a closer relationship to each other than 
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individualists do while ingroup subordinates are closer 
to their supervisors than are outgroup subordinates. 
In an ingroup environment, supervisors find it 
easier to exert their influence over the subordinates. 
The supervisors' position and their respective authority 
is well respected by the ingroup subordinates. 
Acceptance of shared values, norms, and visions becomes 
effortless. In return, supervisors are obligated in 
providing what is needed by the subordinates. On the 
other hand, the distance between supervisors and their 
outgroup subordinates is much larger. Behavior towards 
the outgroup subordinates becomes more formal and 
individualistic, if not hostile. Outgroup subordinates 
therefore reported they had received less individualized 
consideration, contingent reward, and intellectual 
stimulation than the ingroup subordinates. Also, given 
the distant relationship, supervisors were perceived as 
less charismatic by their outgroup subordinates. 
Our results that Chinese leaders are perceived to be 
both transformational and transactional are rather 
similar with the image portrayed by Redding (1990) in 
which a leader has the authority to rule and lead the 
organization as well as the responsibility to provide and 
protect (Bond, 1991)• To keep the subordinates happy, 
supervisors will need to be high in both scores. They 
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will have to show their command and authority on one 
hand, and their caring and consideration on the other. 
However, Chinese leaders might find it hard to treat 
their outgroup subordinates as they would their ingroup 
subordinates. While ingroup subordinates attracted most 
of the supervisors' attention, outgroup subordinates 
could be left with the an impression that they were not 
part of the team. Hong Kong supervisors must therefore 
be made aware of this bias. In order to achieve a 
greater success for the entire organization, downplaying 
of the ingroup/outgroup distinction should therefore be 
called for. 
In sum, the present research helped advance our 
understanding in TFL research. First, we now know that 
the five-factor model of TFL is moderated by 
individualism/collectivism and ingroup/outgroup. It is 
the closeness between the leaders and the leds that makes 
a difference. Between cultures, collectivists are closer 
to each other than individualists; while within culture, 
ingroup members are closer to each other than outgroup 
members. However, although we established that 
collectivistic leaders were more transformational and 
transactional than individualistic leaders, the specific 
behaviors associated with the five TFL factors differed 
in ways which could only be understandable within each 
cultural setting (Smith, Misumi, Tayeb, Peterson, & Bond, 
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1989)• With partial invariance, possible nonequivalent 
items have been identified statistically. Future 
research aimed at bettering the conceptualization of the 
scale (MLQ) so that cultural characteristics would be 
taken into consideration is therefore warranted. 
Second, the present research demonstrated the use of 
confirmatory factor analysis, multi-sample equal factor 
structure procedures, and procedures to compare latent 
variable means with partial factorial invariance in 
cross-cultural comparisons. Obviously, structural 
equations modeling technique are not without problems. 
For example, the debate about a commonly accepted fit 
index. While there is no one 、、best" statistical 
procedure for cross-cultural studies, the procedures used 
in this study constituted fewer theoretical and 
methodological difficulties. In particular, there was no 
arbitrariness in the treatments of factor loadings which 
could be detrimental in comparisons of latent variable 
mean differences under partial factorial invariance. 
Limitations and future research 
As with all research, findings of the present study 
are subject to limitations in interpretation. Obtaining 
comparable samples in cross-cultural studies have always 
been a problem (e.g., Segall, Dasen, Berry, & Poortinga, 
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1990). Hofstede's (1980) study used over 110,000 
respondents from over 40 countries who had the same 
organizational background--all were IBM employees. 
Having done so, Hofstede believed, helped reduce the 
effects of organizations and any observed human behavior 
could be attributed to the sample's culture. 
Unfortunately, we were not able to control for 
organizational settings between our sample groups in this 
study. However, both the US and our Hong Kong 
respondents were full-time employees who could be good 
raters of leadership behaviors. Also, the results 
obtained from the comparisons between individualists and 
collectivists and between ingroup and outgroup were very 
similar. We are therefore confident the cultural 
characteristics of our respondents are more salient than 
their organizational backgrounds. Yet, future research 
should be designed to take organizational settings into 
consideration. 
Second, Earley (1993) chose samples from the U.S., 
Israel, and Hong Kong, which represented the high, 
middle, and low in Hofstede's individualism index 
respectively, while our samples represented only the tw〇 
ends of the individualistic and collectivistic pole. We 
do not know if the mid-point of the continuum would give 
a different relationship from that as established in the 
present study. Future studies should therefore be 
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designed to include more countries on the 
individualism/collectivism continuum so that more 
meaningful conclusion can be drawn. 
Third, the present study only explored the effect of 
individualism and collectivism and ingroup and outgroup 
on TFL. Hofstede (1994) and Hui & Yee (1994) warned that 
researchers should not be using this 
individualism/collectivism distinction as a catchall 
explanation of any cultural differences. Future research 
should therefore include at least one other cultural 
dimension, e.g., masculinity/femininity, in order to make 
the results richer and more revealing. Also, all 
cultural dimensions to be used in future research should 
be actually measured. 
Further, the study did not further examine the 
psychometric properties of the Multifactor Leadership 
Questionnaire. We still do not know what exactly caused 
the factor structures non-equivalent. 
Finally, although we established that collectivists 
subordinates rated their leaders higher in all five 
dimensions of transformational and transactional 
leadership than their individualists counterparts, we 
still have to be careful if we want to say collectivists 
leaders are more transformational and transactional than 
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individualists leaders. As noted above, we have found 
the factor structures to be non-equivalent. Thus, the 
scales could mean different things to the two groups of 
respondents. Our results could only suggest, because of 
the closeness between the leaders and the leds, the Hong 
Kong respondents would be more easily influenced by their 
supervisors. Future research on refining the scale using 
culturally divorced samples is therefore warranted. 
Conclusion 
In conclusion, the present study questioned the 
universality of the theory of transformational and 
transactional leadership. It also successfully 
demonstrated the significant effects of individualism and 
collectivism on the theory which had long been neglected 
by researchers. Furthermore, within a collectivistic 
culture, the ingroup/outgroup relationship was also found 
to significantly affect the theory. 
The present study confirms that the model of 
transformational and transactional leadership depends 
very much on a close relationship between the leaders and 
the led. This close relationship is best described by 
the concepts of individualism/collectivism and, within a 
collectivistic culture, ingroup/outgroup. 
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Although the present study only tested the 
transformational and transactional leadership model in a 
collectivistic context, it sets the stage for future 
research in exploring the theory in a cross-cultural 
setting which could include other cultural constructs 
such as the degree of uncertainty avoidance. We believe 
that only when engaging with more cross-cultural studies 
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Appendix A 
The 40-item MLQ-1 
Contingent reward 
1. Assures me 工 can get what 工 personally 
want in exchange for my efforts. 
2. Talks a lot about special commendations 
and promotions for good work. 
3. 工 decide what I want; he/she shows me how 
to get it. 
4. Whenever I feel it necessary,工 can 
negotiate with him/her about what 工 can 
get for what I accomplish. 
5. Tells me what 工 should do if 工 want to be 
rewarded for my efforts. 
6. Gives me what 工 want in exchange for 
showing my support for him/her. 
7. There is close agreement between what 工 
am expected to put into the group effort 
and what I can get out of it. 
Management-by-exception 
1. Is content to let me continue doing my 
job in the same way as always. 
2. Asks no more of me than what is 
absolutely essential to get the work 
done. 
3. Only tells me what 工 have to know to do 
my job. 
4. As long as things are going all right, 
he/she does not try to change anything. 
5. As long as the old ways work, he/she is 
satisfied with my performance. 
6. It is all right if I take initiatives, 
but he/she does not encourage me to do 
so. 
Intellectual stimulation 
1. Has provided me with new ways of looking 
at things which used to be a puzzle for 
me. 
2. His/her ideas have forced me to rethink 
some of my own ideas which I had never 
questioned before. 
3. Enables me to think about old problems in 
new ways• 
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Appendix A (cont'd) 
40-item MLQ-1 
Individualized consideration 
1. Is satisfied when I meet the agreed-upon 
standards for good work. 
2. Makes me feel we can reach our goals 
without him/her if we have to. 
3. 工 earn credit with him/her for doing my 
job well. 
4. Finds out what 工 want and tries to help 
me get it. 
5. You can count on him/her to express 
his/her appreciation when you do a good 
job. 
6. Gives personal attention to members who 
seem neglected. 
7. Treats each subordinate individually. 
Charismatic leadership 
I. Makes me feel good to be around him/her. 
2 . Commands respect from everyone. 
3. Is a model for me to follow. 
4. In my mind, he/she is a symbol of success 
and accomplishment. 
5. 工 am ready to trust his capacity and 
judgment to overcome any obstacle. 
6. Is an inspiration to us. 
7. Makes me proud to be associated with 
him/her. 
8. Has a special gift for seeing what is 
really important for me to consider. 
9. Increases my optimism for the future. 
10. Inspire loyalty to the organization. 
II.工 have complete faith in him/her. 
12. Excites us with his/her visions of what 
we may be able to accomplish if we work 
together. 
13. Encourages me to express my ideas and 
opinions. 
14. Encourages understanding of points of 
view of other members. 
15. Gives me a sense of overall purpose. 
16. Has a sense of mission which he/she 
transmits to me. 
17. Makes everyone around him/her 
enthusiastic about assignments . 
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Appendix B 
Sample LISREL program file for calculating mean 
differences of latent variables. 
Hong Kong (Ingroup)_ Chiu Data Identification of Mean 
Differences of Latent Variables (Ingroup vs. Outgroup) 
DA NG = 2 NI 二 4 0 NO = 122 
ra fi = 'c:\chiu\thesis\ingroup\ingroup.dat' 
mo nx = 40 nk 二 5 lx = fi tx = fr ka = fi 
fr lx(l,l) lx(2,l) lx(3,l) lx(4,l) lx(5,l) lx(6,l) 
lx(7,l) lx(8,l) lx(9,l) lx(10,l) 
fr lx(ll,l) lx(12,l) lx(13,l) lx(14,l) lx(15,l) lx(16,l) 
fr lx(18,2) lx(19,2) lx(20,2) lx(21,2) lx(22,2) lx(23,2) 
fr lx(25,3) lx(26,3) lx(27,3) lx(28,3) lx(29,3) lx(30,3) 
fr lx(32,4) lx(33,4) lx(34,4) lx(35,4) lx(36,4) lx(38,5) 
lx(39,5) 
CO lx'(17,l) 二 17 - lx(l,l) - lx(2,l) - lx(3,l) - lx(4'l) 
- l x ( 5 , l ) - lx(6,l) 一 lx(7,l) - lx(8,l) - lx(9,l) -
lx(10,l) - lx(ll,l) - lx(12,l) - lx(13,l) - l x ( 1 4 , l ) -
lx(15,l) - lx(16,l) 
co lx(24,2) = 1 - lx(18,2) - lx(19,2) - lx(2 0 , 2 ) -
lx(21,2) - lx(22,2) - lx(23,2) 
co lx(31,3) = 7 - lx(25,3) - lx(26,3) - l x ( 2 7 , 3 ) -
lx(28,3) - lx(29,3) - lx(30,3) 
co lx(37,4) = 6 - lx(32,4) - lx(33,4) - l x ( 3 4 , 4 ) -
lx(35,4) - lx(36,4) 
co lx(40,5) - 3 - lx(38,5) — lx(39,5) 
st 1 lx(l,l) lx(2,l) lx(3,l) lx(4,l) lx(5,l) lx(6,l) 
lx(7,l) lx(8,l) lx(9,l) 
st 1 lx(10,l) lx(ll,l) lx(12,l) lx(13,l) lx(14,l) 
lx(15,l) lx(16,l) lx(17,l) 
st 1 lx(18,2) lx(19,2) lx(2 0,2) lx(21,2) lx(22,2) 
lx(23,2) lx(24,2) 
st 1 lx(25,3) lx(26,3) lx(27,3) lx(28,3) lx(29,3) 
lx(30,3) lx(31,3) 
st 1 lx(32,4) lx(33,4) lx(34,4) lx(35,4) lx(36,4) 
lx(37,4) 
st 1 lx(38,5) lx(39,5) lx(40,5) 
path diagram 
ou ad=off 
Hong Kong (Outgroup)- Chiu Data Identification of Mean 
Differences of Latent Variables (Ingroup vs. Outgroup) 
ra fi 二 ic:\chiu\thesis\ingr〇up\ingr〇up.datT 
DA NO = 111 
mo lx = fi tx = in ka = fr 
fr lx(l,l) lx(2,l) lx(3,l) lx(4,l) lx(5,l) lx(6,l) 
lx(7,l) lx(8,l) lx(9,l) lx(10,l) 
fr lx(ll,l) lx(12,l) lx(13,l) lx(14,l) lx(15,l) lx(16,l) 
CO lx(17,l) = 17 - lx(l,l) - lx(2,l) - lx(3,l) - lx(4,l) 
- l x ( 5 , l ) - lx(6,l) - lx(7,l) - lx(8,l) - l x ( 9 , l ) -
lx(10,l) - lx(ll,l) - lx(12,l) - lx(13,l) - l x ( 1 4 , l ) -
lx(15,l) - lx(16,l) 
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Appendix C (cont'd) 
Sample LISREL program file for calculating mean 
differences of latent variables. 
st 1 lx(l,l) lx(2,l) lx(3,l) lx(4,l) lx(5,l) lx(6,l) 
lx(7,l) lx(8,l) lx(9,l) 
st 1 lx(10,l) lx(ll,l) lx(12,l) lx(13,l) lx(14,l) 
lx(15,l) lx(16,l) lx(17,l) 
eq lx 1 18 2 lx 18 2 
eq lx 1 19 2 lx 19 2 
eq lx 1 20 2 lx 20 2 
eq lx 1 21 2 lx 21 2 
eq lx 1 22 2 lx 22 2 
eq lx 1 23 2 lx 23 2 
eq lx 1 24 2 lx 24 2 
eq lx 1 25 3 lx 25 3 
eq lx 1 26 3 lx 26 3 
eq lx 1 27 3 lx 27 3 
eq lx 1 28 3 lx 28 3 
eq lx 1 29 3 lx 29 3 
eq lx 1 30 3 lx 30 3 
eq lx 1 31 3 lx 31 3 
eq lx 1 32 4 lx 32 4 
eq lx 1 33 4 lx 33 4 
eq lx 1 34 4 lx 34 4 
eq lx 1 35 4 lx 35 4 
eq lx 1 36 4 lx 36 4 
eq lx 1 37 4 lx 37 4 
eq lx 1 38 5 lx 38 5 
eq lx 1 39 5 lx 39 5 





























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Correlations of the 5 latent variables—HK data. 
C ^ M lNT lND CHA 
CON 
M .1933* 
INT .5084^ .0183 
IND .6331* .0737 .4460^ 
CHA .6957* .0671 .6572* .7282* 
Note. * p<.005 
CON Contingent reward 
M Management-by-exception 
INT Intellectual stimulation 
IND Individualized consideration 
CHA Charismatic leadership 
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Appendix E 
Means and standard deviations of all 40 items of MLQ-1 
for US and Hong Kong data 
MLQ-1 Items US Hong Kong 
— ‘ M SD M SD 
Contingent reward 
1. Assures me 工 can get what 工 personally 1.26 1.30 1.77 1.09 
want in exchange for my efforts. 
2. Talks a lot about special commendations 0.77 1.10 1.44 1.07 
and promotions for good work. 
3. 工 decide what 工 want; he/she shows me 0.98 1.12 1.57 1.06 
how to get it. 
4. Whenever 工 feel it necessary, I can 1.33 1.12 2.15 1.09 
negotiate with him/her about what 工 can 
get for what I accomplish. 
5. Tells me what 工 should do if I want to 0.75 1.00 1.47 1.00 
be rewarded for my efforts. 
6. Gives me what 工 want in exchange for 0.78 1.04 1.59 1.27 
showing my support for him/her. 
7. There is close agreement between what 工 1.49 1.20 1.70 1.03 
am expected to put into the group effort 
and what 工 can get out of it. 
Management-by-exception 
1. Is content to let me continue doing my 2.49 1.13 2.41 1.01 
job in the same way as always. 
2. Asks no more of me than what is 1.51 1.22 2.17 1.06 
absolutely essential to get the work 
done. 
3. Only tells me what 工 have to know to do 1.54 1.30 2.00 1.15 
my job. 
4. As long as things are going all right, 2.24 1.30 2.44 1.13 
he/she does not try to change anything. 
5. As long as the old ways work, he/she is 1.91 1.26 2.49 0.94 
satisfied with my performance. 
6. It is all right if 工 take initiatives, 1.55 1.32 1.77 1.04 
but he/she does not encourage me to do 
so. 
Intellectual stimulation 
1. Has provided me with new ways of 1.30 1.27 1•82 1.03 
looking at things which used to be a 
puzzle for me. 
2. His/her ideas have forced me to rethink 1.25 1.13 1.94 0.93 
some of my own ideas which 工 had never 
questioned before. 
3. Enables me to think about old problems 1.42 1.17 1.70 1.00 
in new ways. 
Individualized consideration 
1. Is satisfied when 工 meet the agreed- 2.96 1.10 2.83 0.90 
upon standards for good work. 
2. Makes me feel we can reach our goals 2.45 1.25 2.47 0.97 
without him/her if we have to. 
3. I earn credit with him/her for doing my 2.17 1.35 2.41 1.07 
job well. 
4. Finds out what I want and tries to help 1.65 1.32 1.75 1.05 
me get it. 
5. You can count on him/her to express 1.85 1.34 2.25 1.09 
his/her appreciation when you do a good 
j ob. 
6. Gives personal attention to members who 1.35 1.21 1.78 1.02 
seem neglected. 
7. Treats each subordinate individually. 2.15 1.30 2.37 1.08 
89 
Charismatic leadership 
1. Makes me feel good to be around 2.10 1.25 2.25 1.08 
him/her. 
2. Commands respect from everyone. 2.04 1.36 2.13 1.10 
3. Is a model for me to follow. 1.51 1.42 1.65 1.16 
4. In m y m i n d , he/she is a symbol of 1.51 1.42 1.69 1.12 
success and accomplishment. 
5. 工 am ready to trust his capacity and 1.52 1.29 1.94 1.03 
judgment to overcome any obstacle. 
6. Is an inspiration to us. 1.42 1.31 1.67 1.00 
7. Makes me proud to be associated with 1.75 1.36 1.73 1.17 
him/her. 
8. Has a special gift for seeing what is 1.34 1.26 1.59 0.93 
really important for me to consider. 
9. Increases, my optimism for the future. 1.22 1.24 1.67 1.07 
10 Inspires loyalty to the organization. 1.65 1.33 1.98 1.24 
11 I have complete faith in him/her. 1.68 1.36 1.86 1.15 
12 Excites us with his/her visions of what 1.37 1.24 1.89 1.11 
we may be able to accomplish if we work 
together. 
13 Encourages me to express my ideas and 2.22 1.31 2.32 1.15 
opinions. 
14 Encourages understanding of points of 2.04 1.21 1.98 1.04 
view of other members. 
15 Gives me a sense of overall purpose. 1.55 1.26 2.08 0.96 
16 Has a sense of mission which he/she 1.36 1.25 1.80 1.16 
transmits to m e . 
17 Makes everyone around him/her 1.26 1.13 1.69 1.13 
enthusiastic about assignments . 
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Appendix F 
Means and standard deviations of all 40 items of MLQ-1 
for Hong Kong-ingroup and Hong Kong-outgroup Data. 
“ MLQ-1 Items H ^ 5i^ 
ingroup outgroup 
M SD M SD 
Contingent reward 
1. Assures me I can get what 工 personally 2,10 1.07 1.41 1.01 
want in exchange for my efforts. 
2. Talks a lot about special commendations 1.86 1。03 1.00 0,94 
and promotions for good work. 
3. I decide what 工 want; he/she shows me 1.91 1.01 1.21 0.99 
how to get it. 
4. Whenever 工 feel it necessary, I can 2.58 0.88 1.69 1.11 
negotiate with him/her about what I can 
get for what 工 accomplish. 
5. Tells me what I should do if I want to 1.74 0.95 1.17 0.96 
be rewarded for my efforts. 
6. Gives me what 工 want in exchange for 1.95 1.34 1.21 1.07 
showing my support for him/her. 
7. There is close agreement between what I 1.95 1.01 1.43 0.99 
am expected to put into the group effort 
and what I can get out of it. 
Management-by-exception 
1. Is content to let me continue doing my 2.68 0.92 2.12 1.02 
job in the same way as always. 
2. Asks no more of me than what is 2.22 1.02 2.11 1.11 
absolutely essential to get the work 
done. 
3. Only tells me what I have to know to do 1.90 1.13 2.10 1.18 
my job. 
4. As long as things are going all right, 2.41 1.02 2.48 1.25 
he/she does not try to change anything. 
5. As long as the old ways work, he/she is 2.62 0.87 2.34 0.98 
satisfied with my performance. 
6. It is all right if 工 take initiatives, 1.61 1.02 1.93 1.03 
but he/she does not encourage me to do 
so. 
Intellectual stimulation 
1. Has provided me with new ways of 2.26 1.00 1.34 0.84 
looking at things which used to be a 
puzzle for me. 
2. His/her ideas have forced me to rethink 2.17 0.94 1.69 0.86 
some of my own ideas which I had never 
questioned before. 
3. Enables me to think about old problems 2.05 0.95 1.31 0.90 
in new ways. 
Individualized consideration 
1. Is satisfied when 工 meet the agreed- 3.15 0.75 2.49 0.92 
upon standards for good work. 
2. Makes me feel we can reach our goals 2.58 0.84 2.36 1.09 
without him/her if we have to. 
3. I earn credit with him/her for doing my 2.70 1.03 2.09 1.03 
job well. 
4. Finds out what I want and tries to help 2.23 0.96 1.23 0.88 
me get it. 
5. You can count on him/her to express 2.67 0.93 1.81 1.07 
his/her appreciation when you do a good 
job. 
6. Gives personal attention to members who 2.13 0.92 1.40 0.99 
seem neglected. 
7. Treats each subordinate individually. 2.43 1.07 2.29 1.10 
91 
Charismatic leadership 
1. Makes me feel good to be around 2.71 0.85 1.76 1.08 
him/her. 
2. Commands respect from everyone. 2.46 0.83 1.78 1.24 
3. Is a model for m e to follow. 2.25 0.95 1.02 1.03 
4. In my m i n d , he/she is a symbol of 2.21 0.99 1.15 0.99 
success and accomplishment. 
5 . 工 am ready to trust his capacity and 2.39 0.93 1.45 0.89 
judgment to overcome any obstacle. 
6. Is an inspiration to us. 2.11 0.88 1.20 0.90 
7. Makes me proud to be associated with 2.26 1.00 1.17 1.08 
him/her. 
8. Has a special gift for seeing what is 1.90 0.88 1.25 0.87 
really important for me to consider. 
9. Increases my optimism for the future. 1.99 0.98 1.32 1.05 
10 Inspires loyalty to the organization. 2.36 1.08 1.56 1.27 
11 工 have complete faith in him/her. 2.41 0.90 1.28 1.10 
12 Excites us with his/her visions of what 2.32 1.01 1.42 1.03 
we may be able to accomplish if we work 
together. 
13 Encourages me to express my ideas and 2.77 0.99 1.83 1.13 
opinions. 
14 Encourages understanding of points of 2.36 0.90 1.56 1.03 
view of other members. 
15 Gives me a sense of overall purpose. 2.45 0.84 1.67 0.93 
16 Has a sense of mission which he/she 2.19 1.09 1.38 1.09 
transmits to m e . 
17 Makes everyone around him/her 2.20 0.98 1.14 1.03 
enthusiastic about assignments . 
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Appendix G 
Means and standard deviations of the 5 latent variables 
for US, Hong Kong, HK-ingroup, and HK-outgroup data. 
“ us* Hong Kong 5i^ Hi^ 
ingroup outgroup 
M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Contingent 1.05~~0.78~~1.67~~1.11 ~~2.01 ~~1.08~~1。30~~1.03 
reward 
Management-by- 1.87 0.80 2.21 1.09 2.24 1.07 2.18 1.11 
exception 
Intellectual 1.32 1.06 1.82 0.99 2.16 0.96 1.45 0.89 
stimulation 
Individualized 2.08 0.93 2.27 1.09 2.56 0.98 1.95 1.11 
consideration 
Charismatic 1.62 1.06 1.88 1.12 2.31 0.97 1.41 1.07 
leadership 
Note. * obtained from Bycio et al. (1995). 
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